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“ has been done with sb¢/e confiderable Sums of
¢ Money” ? No Soms of Money beiag menti-
on'd but rkefz of joo Piftoles and of 435 /. the
Reader muft naturally conclude, that sbefe were
the NesPSums, aually raifed by the two Lotte-
3 ries, and thus the Maragers wou'd become charge-
able in the Eyes of the Public for at leaft 3 /arge
Balasce of the Lottery Monies, and their Accufers
at the fame Time be furnifh’d with a Subterfuge,
gonceal’d under the Word gropos’d (which they
apply to the fr# Lottery and with a little Gram-
matical Hammering may extend to the /af?) and
{o fcreen themfelves from the Charge of Mifrepre-
fentation.— | hisis fuch a Proof of Adroitnefs and

tion from the Pgaverh, N Sutor ultra Cregidarm,
for we muft confels his Talents are rather beyond
what cou’d be expected in a Forary of Se. Crifpin.

Having detefed the Arts, by which the Reply-
ers intended to miflead the Senfe of the Public
from the true State of the Lotftries, we wil! now
give a minute Detail of the real Circumftances
thereof, by which the Reader will be enabled to
judge in what Refpe&, the Parties concern’d have
been truely culpable. By the firf Scheme, the
Sum of 3co Piftoles was intendaed to be rais’d ;
but the Managers fell fo thort in the Sale of Tick-
ets, that they <ou’d not draw the Lottery, with-
out retaining a confiderable Number at the Rifque
of the Scheme. Thefe Tickers turning out very
unfortunate, and the Charges attending the Lot-
tery being confiderable, the Netr Gain was re-
duc’d to the Sum of 169 Piftoles and 12/6.—
¢ What was done with this Money™' ? fay the Re-
plyers. It was put irito the Hands of Mr. Facques,
who applied it to the Building of a Wharf at the
Head of the Dock, and to other Public Purpofes, fo
that the whole has been entirely expended for the
Benefit of the City, and more than the whole, for
there remains due to Mr. Jacgues a Balance of 5 /.
and upwards. If any one of thefe Men, influ-
enc'd by a real Regard for the Intereft of the City,
and difpos’d to preferve Order and Harmony a.

. mong the Inhabitants, inftead of fomenting Jea-
loufies and inflaming the Mirds of the People by
groundlefs Clamours, had applied to Mr. Facgues
for information as to the State of this Lottery, we
are very fure he wou'd without the leaft Hefitation
have produc’d the Account, and given entire Satis-
faction. This he hath already done (as two of
the Replyers muft krow) to the Corporation, un-
der whofe Direction all the Money of this Lottery
has been expended.

By the fecond Scheme, the Sum of 435/ was
progofed to be raifed, but the Sale of Ticfzets fal-
ling fhort in this Lottery likewife, that Ness Sum
gained was /. 316 : g : 6, of which, as appears

y Mr. Brice’s Narrative, £. 186: 17 :0 has
been paid into his Hands by fundry of the Mana-
gers, and there remains due from the Eftate of
Mr. Henry Woodward, one of the Managers,
L. 73:12:6; and from Mr. William Rokerss,
another of the Managers, 56/. A Demand has
been made in the former Cafe, and Notice given.
that Intereft would be infited upon from that
Time, and Mr. Roberts has always declared his
Readinefs to pay, whenever the Managers fhould
dire&t an Application, till which Time he thought
it might as well remain in his Hands, as be lodged
in the Treafurer’s. The Managers were more in-
clined to give Mr. Roberss this Indulgence becaufe
he had intrufted a Perfog with 2 Number of Tick-’

-cts to near the Amount of the Balance due from
him, for which he never received a Farthing, and
mpft pay the Whole out of his own Pocket. It
‘appears by Mr. Brice’s Narrative, that the Sum of
4. 81 : 4 16 of the Money paid into his Hands,
has been expended by the Dire@ion of the Ma-
nagers, leaving- a Balance of £. 105:12:6,
which, added to the Sums due from Mr. #eod-
award’s Eftate and from Mr. Roberts, makes the
Nett Balance of £. 235:5:0 now due to the
Lottery. By Mr. Brice's Narrative it alfo appears,
that on the 16t* of Feb. 1761, the Remainder of
this Lottery Money was direéfted by the Managers
to be laid oat in building a Wharf round the

. Dock, and four Gentlemen appointed to contra&
for doing the fame. Hente it appears that the
Managers did meet in a reafonable Time after
drawing the Lottery, and took the only Step in
their Power to carry ghe Purpofes of the Lottery
into Execution. Thif then being the Cafe, it

* was cruel in the Replyers, to throw out Infinuati-

“#ns, that the Money has been placed out in Loans
at 6 per Cent, and -pocketed by the Managers.
The Chara@ers of thefe'Gentlemen have always
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-table Judgments in paying the fame Re

thofe Men, at the Time they were fo very liberal
of their Cenfures againft them. Their Condu&t
indeed upon this Occafion Juftifies the Cenfure
in a late Publication againft them, by a Gentle-
man who likewife has 15: the blind Fury of thefe
Draacanfirs,.— * Let the Public, fays he, judge
““ how ungenerous it is in the Gentlemen of the
 Grand-Jury {we beg his Pardon, he fhould
have {aid the Replyers) ¢ to fhoot the Arrows of
“ Vindiclive Refentment in fo indifcriminating a
¢ Manner, as to be utterly rc§ardlcfs whom they
¢ ftrike, &'¢.”” The Money, however, ought un-
doubtedly t0 be applied, and we hope the Mana-
gers will take fome effetual Meafures to inforce
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“him of 553 being mm«m&?}d“
.not recolle@ ;- but, let it be admitted thae was :
the Replyers bave flated it, will it follow, thys b
caufe Mr. Key did not particularize his Rﬂfcnsi.
his Anfwer by’ the Clerk, that therefore pe h:
none ! Or, that if he had any, the Court 'hag 0
other Method of being inform'd of them, thyg
the Clerk’s Report ot his Anfwer? The Fa8 ;
that a fufficient Time interven'd betweeq &
Choice and Mr. Xo's Anfwer by the Clerk t
give fome of the Court an Opportunity of c’oa
verfing with him on the Subje&, and knowing hiy
real Reafons, the Principal of which was, the ye;
infirm State of his H?lzh. This, with fomemk;
Objections of a flightér Nature, ¢ we had Reafen
¢« to think wou'd in a little Time be remayig»
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L,d unwarranted. Again, T:
« Corporation bound by the Ru
+ yninterruptéd Pralice of the
« or Not"?—Not to infilt uf
of 3 Queftion, which implies, |
which is the Legiflative Part ¢
sy be bound by Rules mac
power, we anfwer, that if the
ot only /feng but uninterruptea
orefls diction to the Cor
yonfirance, agajnft the Cour
seftions of the fame Import
b, /yers, which it wou'd be tedi
nitances enough have been g
Brnconfiftent they are with themfe

Dexterity in the Arts of Folemic Fencing, that the | their former Direions. .
7 72 i afnty entitled to a Dilpenla- InAnfwer to an Allegation in the Remon-

ftrance, ¢ that Mr. Ta/ter, one of the Aldermen,
*“ hath formerly fignified by his Letter his Defire
* to refign his Office”, we faid in our Obferva-
tions ¢ that with refpe@ to Mr. 7o/Zer, the Court
** were govern'd by the Opinfon of their late Re-
‘ corder, who thought no Step he had taken a-
* mounted to a /ga/ Refignation”—Here the
Point, upon which the Recorder gave his Opinion,
was the Validity of Mr. Tafer's Letter, frem the
Terms of it, to juftify the Court in conftruing it as
a /egai Refignation, and had no Relation to a Fsr-
feiture from Non-attencance ; but yet the Repliers,
exercifing their Right to change the Queftion,
wheneveg it fuits their Purpofe, afk, ¢ Can it be
‘ the Opinion of the late Recorder, that Nom-at-
‘“ tendance, for a Jong Space of Time, withoat
‘“ Reafon, is not a legal Forfeiture ¢ The Re-
corder gave no Opinion upon the Point, altho’
their Queftion fuggefts the contrary, and we de-
clar'd in our Anfwer, “ that it was a Matter of
‘“ Opinion which we wou'd not undertake to dif-
 cufs”. ButtheReplyersafk, ¢ Wasnot the Re-
+¢ fignation of the late Recorder taken by Letter
¢ tothe Court " « Why then is Mr. 7a/fer's Seat
kept vacant ? &¢.”” Tbe Refignation of the late Re-
corder, it is very true, avas zaken by Letter, and the
Reafon why Mr. Tafker’s Letter had not the*fame
Effe®, was, becaufe it was not fo fram’d in 15 O-
pinioncof the Recorder, as to amount to a legal Re-
Jignation ; for, altho' the Replyers choofe to call
them both Letters of Refignaticn, yet the Identity
of the Name is no Proof of the ldentity of the
Contents of both Letters. In order to make good
the Charge of Inconfiftency againft the Court, the
two Letters ought to have been ftated, and fhewn
to be of the fame Import ; but there is Reafon to
apprehend that the Charge was fuggefted and rea-
dily adopted, without the Replyers ever having
given themfelves the Trouble to look into them,
¢« Isit not, fay they, inconfiftent with our Confti-
‘“ tution, to monopolize Judicial Authority, and
¢ a dire& Infringement of the Charter of this
¢ City ?”—This Queftion we will anfwer by ano-
ther—¢¢ Is it not inconfiftent with our Conftitution
¢ irregularly to divelt a Perfon of his Judicial Au-
¢ thority, and a dite&t Infringement of the Char.
¢ ter of this City ?"—The Recorder was of Opi.

- nion, that it would have been irregular and uncon-

Jlitutional to have adjudg’d Mr.' Tafier’s Seat
vacant, when the Terms of his Letter did not
amount to a Refignation. Could the Court have
followed a better Rule to direét their Condaét upon
the Occafion ? And, fince the Replyers have de-
clar'd that ¢ the Opinion of the late Recorder
¢ will always have Weight with them,)’ can they
cenfure the Court for concurring with xheﬁnjp:r-
ard to it ?
As to the Declaration of Mr. Maccubbin, < that
* he never would attend the Corporation”—we
fhall anly obferve, that fince it ‘appears by Mr.
Campbell's Depofition to have been made about <
Year agd, we think it would have been rather more
regular in the faid Mr. Campbell, asa REAL Mem.-
ber of the Corporation, to have communicated the
Matter to the Court at their sext Meeting, than to
have kept it fo long buried in his own Breaf, and
at laft to take the indire& Method of conveying
his Intelligence er the f&itions affum’'d Cha-
ralter of & Grand-Furyman.
The Particulars of the Anfwer fent by Mr.
Key to the Court, in confequence of the Clerk’s

® Managers of cbe Firfl Lettery 1+ Benjamin Tafker, junr.
George Steuart, Walter Dulany, a2d Edward Dorfey,
Efguires, Dr. Alexander Hamilton, Meffeurs Robert
Swap, Lancelot Jacques, William Reynolds, Samuel
Soumain, Beale Bordley, James Maccubbin, James
Johnfon, asd Jonas Green,

Mansgers of the Second Lottery s Meffienrs John Brice,
Stephen Bordley, Nicholas®Mdsccubbin, . James Dick,
Walter Dnhny.m Raitt, Willigm Roberts, Lance-
lot Jacques, Wi Reynolds, Jozes Green, Henry

becn treated in a very different Style, and we even

:‘V;odmd., James Johafon, JohaClipham, u‘ Bea-

and the Event apparently jultily'd our Expea;.
tion, for the Gentleman recover’d a berter State ¢f
Health, and then qualified as Recorder,

Inthe 12th Article of the Remonftrance it uy,
alledg’d, * that by the Lawsof 1bis Cerperaties
¢ the Mayor's Court for this City is direted ts
“ meet the laft Tuefdaysin Fanuary, April, Ful,
“ and O&cber.” In our Anfwer,
any fuch La<w exifted in the Corporglion, fotha
ter of Fa&t, whether there was fuch a Laaw or

quibble away the Force of their Affertion, ard g
palliate a dire@t Falfehood by fome fophifical Ar.
guments, to prove thatthe Ru/es of Court are Lowy
of the Cerperation, and thus, by defending thex.
felves on one Quarter, are left entirely €xpos'd o
another, as will appear upon a flight Examinatios,
They proceed in a long String of Quettions, ear.
ly of the fame Import, as if what they wartia
Force cou'd be fupplied by 3 Multiplication cf
them, which unavoidably leads us into the like
Repetition in our Anfwers.  Canit, {ay they,
‘ be the Opinion of the Corporation Court—rhe
 there is no fuch Law of the Corporation.” It i,
and will be fo, till the Laww is pointed out. By
‘ what Authority is the Mayor's Court s 2t
“ particular and flated Times 2 Not®by the s-
thority of any Law of the Corperaticn, but of theis
own Appointment. ¢ Has not this Coun fx
many Years paft been beid on the laft Tuefdays of
January, April, Fuly, and Oober; has it rot

moft the firft Exiftence of the Charter ?" We admx
it, and thence infer the Falfehood of their All-
gation in the Remonftrance ¢ that grivate Bufis,
“or fome cther Motives HAs ALWAYS Aithrr
¢ prevented yeur Worfbips from Sitting mare tha
‘“ ONCE in the Year.” ¢ Isnot, fay they, alozg
* and uniform Pra&ice, legally founded, equally
“ obligatory with written Laws 2" It is net a Fig's
Mormert to their Caufe, whether it is, or hot, for
if the Pradtice has been unifcrm, there has been ro
Violation of it by the Court, and fo their Charge
falls to the Ground, but if the Court has akuaps

then what becomes of the long and uniferm Prac-
tice (of fitting four Times a Year) that is equilly
obligatory with written Laws ? * Can the Mayor
‘“ and Aldermen alter the Sittings of their Court
‘“ from the u/ual and Aated Times?” Without
Doubt they can; for the Court, we conceive, is
not bound by Ufage or Rules of Pradtice, aay
further than that the Suitors or others, who hive
Bufinefs before them, may not be affe@ted by Al-
terations. Their Rules, whilft they remain, we
to be obferv’d by thofe for whofe. Governmett
they were introduc’d, and therefore they osght
not to be affected by any new Rule with a Retro-
fpe@; but, under this Cantion, new Rules miy
be made, and old ones fet afide; as often as the
Court think it expedient. Common Senfe fhews,
that the fame Power which can make, may &-
froy. There can be no A& of the Corporate Le-
giflature, but what can be abrogated by the fune
Authority, and the fame Do@rine is applicahle®
the Rules of Courts; they who #ifake - them iy
fet them afide, and introduce others. The Repl-
¢25 labour to fhew that the Pradice of the Mayr's
Coxrt is a Laws of the Corpordition, ‘but there is ghis
effential Difference in Point of Obligation

them, that, altho’ the Couart may alter and vaIJ
their own Rules, as Circumftances in their Opizioa
may require, yet the Direcions of a pofitive Li¥
they muft adhere to, and cannot difpenfe witk-
But, to return to their Quetftions, ¢¢ Are not,
they, the Court, at leaft antecedently to foch Al-

Our Notions on this Head are fully explain'd &
the Anfwer to the preceding Queftion; but
muft further obferve, that if fach have been tb¢

in the Remonfirance againt the Court is gﬂ)lﬂ“!lml

we denied thy:
the Point in Difpute between us was & mere My.. |

The Fa&t being againft them, they endeavour 1y’ v

been the conflant and invariable Praftice from al. [

hitkerto negle€ted to fit more than wnee in the Yeur, |

teration, bound by the preceding Pratice and Ufegt?

preceding Prallice and Ufage, then the Complaist -

21'edg'd under this Hedd in the
always be the Cafe, when Men
10 f{erve a prefent Turn, than
jrvariable Standard of their Al
Pemenfirance, the Court were |
ting the Laws of the Corgora
ore than ozce in thé Year, 1
[Meeting four Times. On our
itecce, of any fuch Laws of t
Replyers are put to the hard Sh
sbe Charge in the Remenfirance,
Wl thips alavays bitherto fat but
{irenuoufly econtend for a conff
Praftice—a /Jeng and uniferm Pr
wrinterrupted Pra@tice in the C
to fit fexr Times in the Year;
in order to fupport the Chai
violated the Laws of the Cor,
that this Pra@ice has not only
ligation of a Law, but declare it
a Law, and more emphatically
LAW of this Corporation. Al
of Opinion, that the Rules of
can with more Propriety be ¢
Cerperation, than the Rules of ¢l
can be call’'d 425 of Affermbly, «
with all their fubtle Refineme:
t1y Thing like an Argument, tc
yet fuch is the unhappy State
with Regard to them, that it is
ference to us, whether it be a
for if the Ufage amounts to a La
confutes the Charge in the Re
they can prove both Sides of
be true. But it feems, if we
Belief, that there is no Law or
a Court, we fhall /ogically arg
that there can be no Violation.
Occafion for a bagpy Quibble, p
8 to the Replyers for Affiftancy
tut they ‘feem not to be equally
for furely there may be a Viol
1o Law, in the ftri¢t and pr
Word, fince an Obligation, wh
Pradlice, equally implies that t)
lation,
To the Charge in the Remon
“ Court always bithertg negled]
“in aYear,” we anfwer'd in
“ that we had continually fa
 which we had adjourn’d, and
“ Bufinefs, as we thought requ
th, they give up the Charge anc
but think fit to call upon us to
tad been done at thefe Meetin
tae Proceedings. It has not b
the Court, to enter into a Courf
Jfizeral Times of their Sitting,
fume, the Eafe and Convenfe:
tants, have been confulted by o
well as by the Members of the
did we ever hear, that it has |
s a Grievance, however /oud
may have been of Jate, in the ]
Ple in a Corzer. It is not }
sotbing is %o be found in the .
:m‘n‘f; and Adjournment in th
Osber Courts,” as will appear t
bas the Curiofity to look -into
fome Inflances, the Reafon give
ment is, That no Bufinefs of M
loager Sitting ; and it appears
Yourt have enter'd upon Bufin
1ogs, befides that of Fanuary,
Replhers alledge on this Heac
Yo thefe Confiderations it may
tfication of the Court’s not g¢
Courfe of Bufinefs at.the apy
cetigy, that the Recorder, ai
of thMldermen, have been at
%ds, engag'd in an Attendanc
urs of a more important Natar
W profefs’d for the Peopls of ¢




